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CORRESPONDENCE. 


On  the  Second  Day  of  the  Special  Convention  the  following 
was  presented.,  read,  and  on  motion,  adopted  : 

Whereas,  A  correspondence  between  certain  members  of  the  Convention 
and  the  Rev.  Geo.  F.  Seymour,  D.  D.,  elected  Bishop  of  this  Diocese  at  the  last 
Annual  Convention,  has  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  this  body,  as  follows : 

“  Chicago,  Dec.  29,  1874. 

“  Reverend  and  Dear  Sir  : 

“  Feeling  that  great  wrong  was  done  to  yourself  by  the  refusal  of  the  House 
of  Deputies,  at  the  late  General  Convention,  to  consent  to  your  consecration  as 
Bishop  of  Illinois,  as  well  as  in  the  cruel  attack  made  upon  you  pending  the 
discussion,  and  regarding  also  the  action  of  that  House,  in  some  respects,  was 
without  precedent,  unjustifiable,  and  revolutionary,  and  conscious,  moreover, 
that,  your  vindication  was  ample  and  complete,  and  satisfied  more  than  ever  of 
your  high  character  as  a  Christian  gentleman  and  scholar,  and  of  your  peculiar 
fitness  for  the  great  office  which  we  would  rejoice  to  see  you  fill,  we  have  taken 
part  with  other  of  your  friends  in  efforts  to  ascertain  the  voice  of  this  Diocese 
in  respect  to  again  submitting  your  name  to  the  authorities  of  the  Church  as 
our  Bishop-elect.  The  result  is,  after  the  receipt  of  reliable  information  from 
the  entire  Diocese,  that  wre  are  convinced  that  you  can  be  re-elected  at  our  ap¬ 
proaching  Convention  by  a  very  decided  majority. 

“  But  under  existing  circumstances  our  sense  of  propi-iety  dictates  that 
your  name  ought  not  to  be  used  before  that  body  in  this  connection,  unless  you 
are  first  advised  of  the  fact  that  such  use  is  in  contemplation. 

“  In  thus  communicating  with  you,  the  undersigned  would  beg  to  be  under¬ 
stood  as  acting  and  speaking  not  in  any  representative  relation,  but  only  for 
themselves  as  individuals.  Numerous  friends  of  yours  in  every  part  of  this 
Diocese  would,  without  doubt,  cheerfully  join  us  in  this  letter  were  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  offered,  but  this  would  require  so  much  delay  that,  in  view  of  the  rapidly 
approaching  time  of  our  Convention,  we  venture  thus  to  address  you  without 
postponement  for  further  signatures. 

“  With  sincerest.  esteem,  we  are  your  brothers  in  Christ, 

“  GEO.  F.  CUSHMAN,  D.  D. 

“  CLINTON  LOCKE,  D.  I). 

“  J.  H.  KNOWLES,  A.  M. 

“  LUCIUS  B.  OTIS. 

“  S.  CORNING  JUDD. 

“  C.  R.  LARRABEE.” 
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“  Gknerav.  Thhoi.oojc.vi,  Seminary,  .Jan.  15,  1875. 

“  My  Dear  Brethren  : 

“  When  1  had  the  honor,  last  September,  to  receive  at  the  hands  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  clergy  and  laity  of  Illinois,  in  convention  assembled,  an  invitation 
to  accept  the  office  of  Bishop  of  the  Diocese  to  which  1  had  just  been  elected, 
l  made  use  of  the  following  words  in  the  course  of  the  reply  which  1 
returned  :  ‘  I  shall  wish  you  all  to  give  yourselves  with  me  to  the  things  which 
make  for  peace,  and  to  devote  yourselves  with  all  your  powers  to  promote  the 
spread  of  God's  kingdom  throughout  the  great  Empire  entrusted  to  our  common 
care.’ 

“  Hail  it  been  the  will  of  God  that  1  should  have  been  consecrated  your 
Bishop,  this  cherished  wish  of  my  heart  to  harmonize  and  unite  the  Diocese  in 
working  together  for  the  salvation  of  all  men  would  have  been  the  controlling 
principle  of  my  walk  and  conversation  among  you.  As  it  is,  although  withheld 
from  serving  you  as  your  chief  pastor,  1  am  nevertheless  bound  by  every  con¬ 
sideration  of  inclination  and  duty  to  regard  the  interests  of  your  Diocese  as  of 
paramount  importance,  and  to  prevent,  as  far  as  I  can,  the  personal  kindness  and 
generosity  of  friends  from  becoming  a  cause  of  division,  and  bitterness  and 
strife. 

“  I  may  mention  in  this  connection  that  one  of  the  reasons,  not  least  in  its 
weight,  in  bringing  me  to  a  decision  to  accept  the  high  office  with  which  the 
Diocese  of  Illinois  had  honored  me,  was  the  fact  that  the  opposing  candidate  in 
the  election  had  signed  my  testimonials,  and  was  one  of  the  Committee  of  Invi¬ 
tation  who  pledged  to  me,  in  the  event  of  my  acceptance  of  the  Episcopate  of 
Illinois,  ‘  a  cordial  welcome  and  hearty  support.’  I  felt  assured  by  the  presence 
of  his  name  that  the  opposition  in  the  Convention  was  simply  such  as  is  very 
likely  to  appear  in  any  large  body  of  men,  and  that  when  the  election  was  made 
all  parties  gracefully,  cheerfully,  and  magnanimously  acquiesced  in  the  result ; 
and  that  hence  it  would  be  my  delightful  privilege  to  find  a  united  Diocese 
ready  to  go  forward  with  heart  and  hand  to  prosecute  the  great  work  which 
God  had  given  it  to  do.  Such,  I  believe,  would  have  been  the  case,  and  in 
thinking  so  1  have  in  mind  the  kindness  and  generosity  of  the  clergy  and  laity 
of  Illinois,  rather  than  any  personal  qualification  or  merit  on  the  part  of  him 
who  would  have  been  your  Bishop. 

“  After  what  has  occurred,  however,  within  the  past  three  or  four  months, 
it  would  scarcely  be  possible  for  me  to  be  presented  as  a  candidate  for  re-elec¬ 
tion  in  Illinois  without  raising  questions  which  would  generate  debate,  perhaps 
bitter  strife.  This  I  could  not  endure,  and  hence  I  must  beg  that  my  name  be 
not  used  in  the  approaching  Convention  in  Illinois. 

Let  me  add  one  or  two  things,  dear  brethren,  in  conclusion,  which  1  deem 
to  be  due  to  you  and  to  myself.  1  should  never  for  one  moment  have  embar¬ 
rassed  the  Diocese  of  Illinois,  as  the  event  has  proved  that  I  unwittingly  did, 
by  accepting  the  office  to  which  I  was  chosen,  had  I  been  aware  of  the  feeling 
of  many  of  my  brethren  of  the  clergy  and  laity  throughout  this  country  toward 


me,  sis  was  manifested  in  the  technical  majority  but  numerical  minority  of  the 
House  of  Deputies  against  my  consecration. 

“  My  life  sind  ministry  had  been  passed  for  twenty  years  in  the  midst  of 
my  own  people,  and,  conscious  of  my  own  integrity  and  innocence  without 
reproach  or  breath  of  disapproval  from  the  first,  and  holding  the  highest  and 
most  responsible  office  which  a  Presbyter  can  occupy,  as  representing  the  whole 
Church,  in  presiding  over  the  General  Theological  Seminary,  I  allowed  my  name 
to  go  before  the  General  Convention  as  the  Bishop-elect  of  Illinois,  with  entire 
confidence  as  to  the  result,  because  there  was  not  then,  to  the  best  of  my  knowl¬ 
edge  and  belief,  nor  is  there  now’,  any  just  reason  why  T  should  not  be  con¬ 
secrated. 

“  Irrespective  of  all  personal  considerations,  the  course  pursued  toward  me 
by  my  brethren  of  the  House  of  Clerical  and  Lay  Deputies  in  the  recent  General 
Convention  will  not,  I  have  firm  faith  to  believe,  be  sustained  by  the  sober  sec¬ 
ond  thought  of  the  present  generation,  or  the  impartial  judgment  of  posterity. 

I  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  in  saying  this  to  reflect  in  the  slightest  degree 
upon  the  motives  of  the  members  of  the  House  of  Clerical  and  Lay  Deputies. 
Doubtless  they  thought  they  were  doing  God  service,  and  I  sincerely  pray  that 
their  grievous  mistake,  as  I  consider  it,  may  not  be  laid  to  their  charge,  and 
that  no  harm  may  in  consequence  redound  to  the  Church,  but  that  He  who 
maketh  the  wrath  of  man  to  praise  Him  may  overcome  this  action  to  the  ulti¬ 
mate  good  of  all  concerned. 

“  I  thank  you,  dear  brethren,  for  your  generous  interest  in  me,  and  your 
very  kind  note  ;  and  I  beg  you,  if  the  fitting  opportunity  be  presented,  to  assure 
all  my  brethren  oi  the  clergy  and  laity  of  Illinois  of  my  sincere  respect  and 
affectionate  regard. 

“  Praying  God,  dear  brethren,  to  have  you  and  the  Diocese  of  Illinois  ever 
in  His  holy  keeping,  and  to  guide  your  counsels,  and  pour  upon  you  His  choicest 
blessings,  I  remain  faithfully  your  brother  in  Christ, 

GEORGE  F.  SEYMOUR. 


And,  whereas,  Such  correspondence  presents  grave  questions  bearing  nut 
only  upon  the  course  pursued  by  the  House  of  Deputies  of  the  late  General 
Convention  with  reference  to  the  case  of  said  Rev.  Dr  Seymour  as  Bishop-elect 
of  Illinois,  but  also  indirectly  upon  the  extent  of  the  authority  devolving  upon 
the  Standing  Committees  of  the  various  Dioceses  in  regard  to  any  Bishop-elect ; 
therefore, 

Resolved  That  said  correspondence  be  and  is  hereby  referred  to  a  Select 
Committee  of  thirteen  members,  to  consist  of  seven  clergymen  and  six  laymen  : 
and  which  committee  shall  consider  and  report  whether  any,  and.  if  any,  what 
action  is  expedient  to  be  taken  by  this  body  in  the  premises. 


The  President  appointed  said  Committee  of  Thirteen 


ows  : 

The  Rev.  Geo.  F.  Cushman,  D.  D. 

The  Rev.  Clinton  Locke,  D.  D. 

The  Rev.  Wm.  B.  Corbyn,  D.  I). 

The  Rev.  C.  H.  W.  Stocking,  D.  D. 

The  Rev.  Robt.  McMurdy.D.  I).,  LL.  D. 
The  Rev.  Walter  F.  Lloyd,  LL.  D. 

The  Rev.  Frank  M.  Gregg. 


Mr.  S.  Corning  Judd. 
Mr.  S.  H.  Treat. 

Mr.  L.  B.  Otis. 

Mr.  James  K.  Edsall. 
Mr.  Edwin  S.  Fowler. 
Mr.  E.  M.  M.  Clarke. 


REPOET  OF  COMMITTEE, 


On  the  Third  Day  of  the  Special  Convention  the  Committee 
of  Thirteen,  to  whom  was  referred  a  correspondence  between 
certain  members  of  the  Convention  and  the  Rev.  George  F. 
Seymour,  D.  D.,  elected  Bishop  of  this  Diocese  at  the  last  Annual 
Convention,  presented  the  following 

REPORT : 

The  undersigned  Committee  of  Thirteen,  to  whom  was  referred  the  corre¬ 
spondence  between  certain  members  of  the  Convention  and  the  Rev.  Dr.  Sey¬ 
mour,  who  was  elected  Bishop  of  this  Diocese  at  the  last  Annual  Convention, 
held  in  September — and  which  correspondence  was  so  referred  with  instruc¬ 
tions  to  consider  and  report  whether  any,  and,  if  an}7,  what  action  is  expedient 
to  be  taken  by  this  body  with  regard  to  questions  referred  to  in  such  corre¬ 
spondence  and  in  the  preamble  of  the  resolutions  making  the  reference — having 
possessed  ourselves  of  the  facts  in  the  premises,  and  having,  in  view  of  its 
gravity,  given  the  subject  matter  deliberate  consideration,  beg  leave  to  report 
as  follows : 

In  the  course  pursued  by  the  House  of  Deputies  of  the  late  General  Conven¬ 
tion,  in  reference  to  the  Bishop-elect  of  Illinois,  inquisitorial  or  judicial  powers 
were  assumed  and  acted  upon.  Indeed,  the  President  of  that  House,  since  the 
adjournment  of  the  Convention,  having  first  decided  for  himself  that  a  certain 
View  of  the  Holy  Eucharist  involved  false  doctrine,  has  publicly  declared  that 
■“the  question  which  engrossed  that  eight  days'  secret  session  was  to  ascertain 
how  far  Dr.  Seymour  wras  implicated  in  holding  or  encouraging  that  false 
doctrine that  he  has  “  never  known  an  investigation  conducted  with  more 
patience,  fairness,  and  deep  anxiety  to  ascertain  the  truth;”  that  “the  evi¬ 
dence  was  painfully  conflicting  that  his  “  own  mind,  and  that  of  many  others, 
fluctuated  for  a  while  between  contending  impressions;”  that,  “in  the  out¬ 
come,  the.  soundest  and  best  men  arrived  at  opposite  conclusions that  he  “never 
acted  with  mor e  judicial  clearness  and  calmness;”  that  he  is  “persuaded 
that  this  is  true  of  every  member”  of  wliat  he  calls  “the  majority”  [but 
which,  in  fact,  was  the  minority ,  and  only  technically  a  majority  through  a  sys¬ 
tem  which  counts  in  (he  negative  certain  individual  votes  cast  in  the  affirmative;] 
that  the  “  rejection  of  the  man  so  influentially  sustained  was”  *  *  *  “a 

clear,  decided  and  judicial  condemnation  of  that  doctrine;”  that  “by  that 
judicial  act.  the  Church  stands  forth  in  the  glory  of  her  faithfulness  and  in¬ 
tegrity,”  &c.  It  thus  appears,  from  the  open  avowal  of  the  Presiding  Officer 
of  that  body  [himself  a  lawyer  before  lie  became  a  priest;  and  hence  his 


testimony  regarding  the  capacity  in  which  his  Mouse  acted  is  all  the  more  sig¬ 
nificant] — it  thus  appears,  we  say,  from  his  avowal,  as  was  unquestionably  the 
case,  that  the  House  of  Deputies,  in  effect,  if  not  in  fact,  resolved  itself  into  an 
ecclesiastical  court,  and  pronounced  “  judicial  condemnation ”  upon  Dr.  Sey¬ 
mour  and  of  “that  doctrine."  The  chief  objection  against  the  consecration  of 
the  Bishop-elect  was  the  imputation  of  “holding  or  encouraging”  “that 
doctrine,"  which  Dr.  Oraik  chooses  to  denounce,  as  if  ex  cathedra,  as  being 
“  false.” 

What  the  House  of  Deputies  may  rightfully  do  in  the  case  of  an  election  to 
the  Episcopate  within  six  months  preceding  a  session  of  the  General  Conven¬ 
tion,  the  same  may  the  Standing  Committees  of  the  various  Dioceses  lawfully 
claim  as  their  prerogative  in  regard  to  such  an  election  occurring' at  any  other 
time  during  the  recess  of  the  General  Convention.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
if  the  Lower  House  of  the  late  General  Convention  had  the  right  to  assume 
judicial  functions,  and  try  Dr.  Seymour,  and  pronounce  “judicial  condemna¬ 
tion”  of  his  supposed  doctrines,  then  forty-five  Standing  Committees  may  re¬ 
solve  themselves  into  as  many  courts,  and  try  any  Bishop-elect,  and  pronounce 
judgment  of  “condemnation”  upon  Aw  supposed  doctrines.  The  trial  of  Dr. 
Seymour  was  in  secret  session,  without  citation  to  the  accused;  and,  he  not 
being  allowed,  when  informed  of  the  extraordinary  proceedings,  to  be  present 
to  hear  the  accusations  made,  or  to  confront  the  witnesses  brought  against  him, 
or  to  have  one  word  of  explanation  :  nor,  yet,  even  to  be  informed,  in  his  ex¬ 
clusion,  as  to  the  proceedings  of  the  investigation.  And  what  must  be  the  tor¬ 
ture  of  any  Bishop-elect,  if,  instead  of  one  investigation,  he  must  pass 
the  ordeal  of  forty-five?  Let  us,  therefore,  examine,  and  see  what  in  reality 
are  the  rights  of  the  Diocese  and  of  the  House  of  Deputies,  or  of  Standing 
Committees  (as  the  case  may  be),  in  regard  to  a  Bishop-elect ;  and  let  us  also 
ascertain  if  there  be  any  such  inquisitorial  authority. 

It  has  been  claimed,  in  substance,  by  the  foremost  of  those  who  opposed 
the  consecration  of  the  candidate,  that  the  Convention  of  a  Diocese  can  only 
nominate  the  candidate  for  Bishop,  and  that  it  then  remains  for  the  House  of 
Deputies  or  the  Standing  Committees  (as  the  case  may  be)  to  confirm  the  nomi- 
inee,  or  to  refuse  to  do  so,  as  they  may  see  fit.  in  the  way  of  granting  or  with¬ 
holding  “their  assent  to  his  consecration  or,  in  other  words,  to  elect  or  reject 
the  candidate  nominated,  at  their  own  good  pleasure,  and  whether  their  actioir 
be  founded  in  reason  or  unreason.  If  this-  be  true,  we  have  a  system  of  cen" 
tralization  in  the  Church,  as  dangerous  as  it  is  odious  ;  and  it  is  upon  this 
theory  that  the  House  of  Deputies  seem  to  have  acted  in  the  late  case  of  Dr. 
Seymour.  It  would  seem  that  his  election  or  rejection,  under  this  theory,  was 
made  to  depend  upon  whether  or  not  he  could  survive  the  ordeal  of  a  secret, 
ex  parte  “judicial  investigation."  But  against  such  theory  your  Committee 
interpose  the  Fourth  Article  of  the  General  Constitution,  which  provides  that — 

“The  Bishop,  or  Bishops,  in  every  Diocese  shall  be  chosen  agreeably  to 
such  rules  as  shall  be  fixed  by  the  Convention  of  that  Diocese.” 


It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  choice  of  the  Bishop  rests  with  the  Conven¬ 
tion  of  the  Diocese.  This  being  made,  Canon  13,  of  Title  II,  of  the  Canons  of 
the  General  Convention  treats  of  the  person  chosen  as  •*  Bishop-elect,’'  who  is 
required,  before  his  consecration,  to  produce  to  the  Bishops  of  the  Church, 
“from  the  Convention  by  whom  he  is  elected,  evidence  of  such  election;  and 
from  the  House  of  Clerical  and  Lay  Deputies  in  General  Convention  ”  (or  from 
the  Standing  Committees  of  the  different  Dioceses  if  the.  election  took  place 
“  during  the  recess  of  the  General  Convention,”  and  not  “  within  six  months 
before  the  meeting”  of  the  same)  “evidence  of  their  approbation  of  his  testi¬ 
monials ,  and  of  their  assent  to  his  consecration;”  also  certain  certificates.  The 
canon  thereupon  proceeds  to  give  the  form  of  such  certificates  as  “  Testimony 
from  the  members  of  the  Convention  in  the  Diocese  from  whence  the  person  is 
recommended  for  consecration,”  and  as  “  Testimony  from  the  House  of  Clerical 
and  Lay  Deputies  in  General  Convention.”  It  will  thus  be  seen  that,  by  the 
letter  of  the  canon,  the  Bishop-elect  must  produce  from  the  House  of  Deputies 
or  the  Standing  Committees  (as  the  case  may  require)  :  first,  evidence  of  their 
probation  of  his  testimonials  (not  of  the  choice  of  the  Diocesan  Convention;) 
secondly,  evidence  of  “  their  assent  to  his  consecration  ”  (not  that  they  confirm 
the  nomination;)  and,  thirdly,  certificates  containing  certain  -‘Testimony.’ 
The  object  of  requiring  these  certificates  is  two-fold.  The  one  must  be  the 
credentials  or  “  testimonials  "  from  the  Diocesan  Convention  ;  the  other  is  the 
method  by  which  the  “  assent  to  the  consecration  ”  is  to  be  expressed — or,  in 
other  words,  is  the  “  form  prescribed  ”  for  the  “  evidence  of  the  consent.” 

To  the  proposition  that  the  House  of  Deputies,  or  the  Standing  Commit¬ 
tees,  whichever  are  to  <*jt,  may  or  may  not  give  their  “  assent  to  the  consecra¬ 
tion”  as  they  may  please,  we  answer  that,  such  a  construction  was  never  in¬ 
tended  by  the  law-makers  ;  for  that,  if  tenable,  would  subject  the  choice  of  the 
Diocesan  Convention  to  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  House  of  Deputies  or  of  the 
Committees,  and  would  be  in  manifest  conflict  with  the  constitutional  provision 
giving  the  choice  of  the  Bishop  to  the  Diocese.  The  effect,  would  be,  in  reality,  to 
transfer  the  choice  from  the  Dioceses  to  the  House  of  Deputies  or  the  Standing 
Committees  ;  for  the  latter  could  arbitrarily  refuse  assent,  until  the  man  of  their 
preference  should  be  selected.  There  would  no  longer  be  freedom  of  choice  in 
the  Dioceses  :  and  the  question  would  be,  not  who  is  the  best  man,  but  who 
would  the  House  of  Deputies,  or  the  Standing  Committees,  consent  to?  If, 
therefore,  the  provision  indicated  is  susceptible  of  such  construction,  then  it. 
must  fall  to  the  ground,  as  being  in  direct  antagonism  with  the  Constitution. 
But  it,  is  not  so  susceptible.  The  “  assent  ”  must,  follow,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
if  the  “testimony”  of  the  required  certificate  can  be  justly  given.  In  con¬ 
struing  a  statute,  all  its  parts  must  be  considered.  The  emphatic  point  to  be 
regarded,  and  upon  which  the  “  assent”  must  depend,  is  based  upon  the  con¬ 
sideration  as  to  whether  or  not  the  “testimony”  specified  in  the  required 
certificate  can  be  rightfully  given.  No  other  condition  of  assent  can  be  inter¬ 
posed  without,  a  palpable  disregard  of  the  law.  The  certificate  is  the  “  evi¬ 
dence  of  consent”  intended,  and.  in  fact,  prescribed  by  the  law-makers.  This 


is  manifest  from  the  various  provisions  of  the  canon,  but  particularly  so  from 
clause  2  of  section  3,  which  expressly  declares  that  “  the  . evidence  of  the  con¬ 
sent.  of  the  different  Standing  Committees  shall  be  in  the  form  prescribed  for 
the  House  of  Clerical  and  Lay  Deputies  in  General  Convention” — that  is,  the 
form  of  “  the  evidence  of  consent  of  the  different  Standing  Committees  ”  shall 
be  the  same  as  that,  prescribed  for  “the  evidence  of  the  consent”  of  the 
“  House  of  Clerical  and  Lay  Deputies.”  Surely,  in  the  light  of  this  provision, 
i!  cannot  be  argued  that  the  “  evidence  of  the  consent  ”  provided  for  the  one 
case  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  other.  This  “form”  of  the  “  testi- 
mony,”  thus  required,  is  as  follows  : 

“We,"  *  *  “  fully  sensible  how  important  it  is  that  the'  sacred  office 

of  a  Bishop  should  not  be  unworthily  conferred,  '  *  *  “  do,  in  the  presence 

of  Almighty  God,  testify  that  A.  B.  is  not,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  justly  liable 
to  evil  report,  either  for  error  in  religion,  or  for  viciousness  of  life;  and  that  we 
do  not  know  or  believe  there  is  any  impediment,  on  account  of  which  he  ought 
not.  to  be  consecrated  to  that  holy  Office,  but  that  he  hath,  as  we  believe,  led 
his  life,  for  three  years  last  past,  piously,  soberly,  and  honestly.” 

The  recital  in  this  “  testimony”  that  the  Bishop-elect  “is  not,  so  far  as 
we  are  informed,  justly  liable  to  evil  report.”  “for  error  in  religion,”  is  the 
only  one  in  respect  to  which  the  late  House  of  Deputies  assumed  to  put  Dr. 
Seymour  upon  his  trial  as  indicated,  and  is  the  only  one  which  will  be  likely 
to  involve  any  serious  question.  And  it  was  the  only  possible  basis  of  the 
so-called  “judicial  "  investigation,  except  so  far  as  it  may  have  proceeded  un¬ 
der  cover  of  what  we  have  shown  to  be  the  utterly  untenable  idea  that  “the 
assent  to  his  consecration  ”  might  be  given  or  withheld,  according  to  the 
irresponsible  will  or  pleasure  of  this  fancied  court  of  “investigation.” 

When  the  Bishop-elect  goes  before  the  House  of  Deputies  for  “their  ap¬ 
probation  of  his  testimonials  ”  and  for  their  “  assent,  to  his  consecration,”  and 
the  House,  either  in  open  or  secret  session,  disapprove  of  the  one  and  refuse 
assent  to  the  other,  it  is  due  to  the  Diocese  that  made  the  election,  to  the  Bishop- 
elect,  and  to  the  Church  at  large,  that  they  should  place  before  the  Church,  in 
-  'trie  authentic  form,  the  reason  for  their  non-approval  or  dissent.  If  “for 
error  in  religion."  it  becomes  a  trial  and  judgment.  If  for  mere  caprice  or 
personal  dislike  of  the  Bishop-elect,  then  it  becomes  a  refusal  to  “assent  ” 
without  sufficient  reason — an  exercise  of  mere  arbitrary  will  power,  which 
would  cause  any  House  of  Deputies  to  hesitate  before  it  would  venture  to  make 
it  public.  And  this  view  confirms  what  has  already  been  suggested,  that  it. 
never  could  have  been  the  intention  of  the  canon  to  clothe  the  House  of  Depu¬ 
ties  with  the  arbitrary  p.ower,  by  their  own  volition,  to  refuse  approval  or 
consent.  And  what  is  true  of  the  House  of  Deputies,  in  this  regard,  is  also 
true  of  the  Standing  Committees,  when  they  are  called  upon  to  act  in  such 
case. 

We  have  ascertained  that  the  certificate  embraces  merely  “testimony,”  in 
the  form  prescribed  for  the  “evidence  of  the  consent”  to  the  consecration.  Can 
it  be  pretended  by  any  one,  in  his  sober  senses,  that  the  item  of  “  evidence  ” 
referred  to,  that  the  Bishop-elect  “is  not,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  justly  liable 
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to  evil  report  for  error  in  religion  ” — can  it.  be  pretended,  we  say,  that  this  item 
of  “  evidence”  authorizes  the  witnesses  to  resolve  themselves  into  a  court  for  the 
purpose  of  gaining  further  information,  by  a  secret  and  ex  parte  trial,  the  accused 
and  his  witnesses  not  being  heard,  or  even  allowed  to  be  present  ?  Does  this  item 
of  “  evidence  ”  clothe  the  witnesses  who  are  asked  to  testify  so  far  as  they  are 
“  informed  ” — does  it  clothe  them  with  the  powers  of  inquisition,  and  authorize 
them  to  pronounce  “judicial  condemnation”  “for  error  in  religion?”  The 
very  statement  of  the  proposition  is  a  reductio  ad  absurdum.  The  House  of  Depu¬ 
ties  were  asked  to  “  testify  ”  “  so  far  as  ”  they  were  “informed,”  &c.  They 
refused  to  so  testify  ;  but  instead  instituted  ex  parte  investigation,  and,  as  we 
are  informed,  pronounced  “judicial  condemnation.”  As  well  might  a  witness 
called,  in  a  secular  court,  to  give  evidence  of  his  information,  put  himself,  be¬ 
fore  responding,  upon  inquiry  for  prejudicial  gossip,  and  then  imagine  that  his 
office  was  “judicially”  to  condemn.  As  well  might  a  witness  to  a  will,  when 
called  upon  to  prove  its  execution,  decline  to  answer  whether  at  the  making  of 
the  instrument  the  testator  was  of  sound  mind  and  memory,  resolve  himself 
into  the  mockery  of  a  fancied  court  of  probate,  privately  consult  the  views  of 
those  who  desire  to  break  the  testament,  and  then,  with  gravity  and  conse¬ 
quence,  pronounce  an  imaginary  “judicial  condemnation”  of  the  will,  for 
want  of  testamentary  capacity  in  the  maker. 

The  simple  truth  is,  that  neither  the  House  of  Deputies,  nor  the  Standing 
Committees,  possess  any  judicial  powers  whatever.  The  former  is  merely  a 
legislative  body,  and  may  also,  as  may  the  Standing  Committees,  in  certain 
cases,  bear  witness  ;  bin  any,  even  the  slightest,  assumption  of  judicial  powers, 
by  either,  is  nothing  short  of  usurpation.  That  this  is  true,  especially  in 
reference  to  any  manner  of  trial  of  presbyters  or  deacons,  is  all  the  more  mani¬ 
fest  from  the  fact  that  the  laws  of  the  Church  make  specific  provision  for  such 
trial,  and  in  which  neither  House  of  the  General  Convention,  nor  the  various 
Standing  Committees,  have  any  part  or  lot.  The  mode  of  any  such  trial  is,  by 
the  6th  Article  of  the  General  Constitution,  left  to  the  Dioceses  respectively  ; 
and  the  different  Dioceses  have  provided  therefor.  Expressio  unius,  est  exclusio 
alterius.  More  than  this,  by  Section  1st,  Canon  I,  of  Title  II,  of  the  Canons  of 
the  General  Convention,  it  is  expressly  provided  that  “  every  minister  shall  be 
amenable,  for  offenses  committed  by  him,  to  the  Bishop,  and,  if  there  be  no 
Bishop,  to  the  clerical  members  of  the  Standing  Committee  of  the  Diocese  in 
which  he  is  canonically  resident  at  the  time  of  the  charge.”  Being  so  amena¬ 
ble,  it  follows  that  he  is  amenable  to  no  other  authority.  In  addition  to  ail 
this,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  House  of  Deputies,  and  the  various 
Standing  Committees,  are  composed  in  part  of  laymen.  The  theory  that  such 
bodies  may  exercise  judicial  powers  in  cases  of  Bishops  elect,  is  violative  of 
that  well  established  principle  of  law,  both  in  church  and  state,  that  every  man 
is  entitled  to  be  tried  by  his  peers  for  offenses  charged — at  least  that  he  shall  not 
be  tried  by  his  inferiors.  That  laymen  may  sit  in  judgment  upon  ministers  in 
this  Church  of  ours,  especially  when  questions  as  to  “  error  in  religion  ”  are 
involved,  is  a  proposition  that  may  be  fitly  characterized  as  monstrously  absurd. 
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Your  Committee  would  not  feel  called  upon — indeed  would  not  deem  the- 
expenditure  of  so  much  time  justifiable — thus  to  discuss  the  want  of  judicial 
powers  in  the  House  of  Deputies,  or  in  the  Standing  Commitees,  were  it  not 
for  the  fact  that  the  House  of  Deputies  of  the  late  General  Convention  gravely 
assumed  such  powers,  and,  as  we  are  assured  by  the  Presiding  Officer  of  that 
body,  made  an  “investigation”  (luring  “eight  days’  secret  session,”  in  which 
“  the  evidence  was  painfully  conflicting,”  and  in  which,  “in  the  outcome,  the- 
soundest  and  best  men  arrived  at  opposite  conclusions  and  in  which  also  the- 
technical  “majority”  (but  actual  minority)  acted  with  “ judicial  clearness,” 
and  perpetrated  a  “judicial  act,"  by  pronouncing  a  “judicial  condemnation ,r 
of  Dr.  Seymour,  because  of  a  certain  assumed  “false  doctrine”  which  the 
technical  majority  of  that  body  imagined,  without  any  real  evidence  in  that 
direction,  he  “  was  implicated  in  holding  or  encouraging.”  The  fact  of  such 
assumption  of  powers  must  be  our  apology. 

But  it  may  be  objected  against  this  argument  showing  the  want  of  judicial* 
authority  in  the  bodies  indicated  that,  nevertheless,  the  House  of  Deputies  or 
the  Standing  Committees  are  to  “testify”  that  the  Bishop-elect  “  is  not,  so  far- 
as”  they  “  are  informed,  justly  liable  to  evil  report”  “  for  error  in  religion,”' 
&e.;  and  that,  therefore,  they  ought  to  be  permitted  to  ascertain  if,  or  not,  lie 
be  so  liable.  Our  reply  is ,  first,  that  we  have  already  demonstrated  that  the- 
right  to  testify  as  to  “information”  does  not  involve  authority  to  institute  in¬ 
quisition,  in  order  that  the  witness  may  charge  himself,  before  testifying,  with 
more,  information,  especially  ex  parte  and  secret  information,  that  the  possessor- 
shrinks  from  exposing  to  the  light  of  open  day;  secondly,  that  the  “informa¬ 
tion”  contemplated  must  be  such  as  the  laws  of  the  Church  will  recognize  ns- 
competent  for  the  purposes  of  evidence  ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  “  error  in  relig¬ 
ion”  for  which  the  party  must  be  “justly  liable  to  evil  report,”  in  order  to 
justify  the  withholding  of  the  certificate,  must  be  such  as  the  Church  authori¬ 
tatively  pronounces  to  be  “error  in  religion” — not  merely  what  certain  indi¬ 
viduals  in  the  Church  conceive  to  be  such  error.  The  first  of  these  propositions 
needs  no  further  illustration.  As  to  the  second — the  “information”  contem¬ 
plated  in  the  certificate — we  remark  that  it  must  be  clear  to  every  reasoning 
mind  that  in  so  grave  a  matter  the  law-makers  did  not  have  in  view  mere  idle- 
rumors  or  secret  gossip,  hut  “information,”  such  as  the  Church  regards  and  re¬ 
ceives  through  her  constituted  authorities,  unless  it  may  be  in  extraordinary  cases- 
hereinafter  considered.  If  a  minister  of  the  Church  be  accused,  even  by  public- 
rumor,  of  any  of  the  offenses  for  which  Canon  2,  Title  IT,  of  the  General  Canons,, 
declares  him  liable  to  presentment  and  trial,  it  becomes  the  “  duty  of  the  Bishop,, 
or,  if  there  be  no  Bishop,  of  the  clerical  members  of  the  Standing  Committee^ 
to  see  that  an  inquiry  be  instituted  as  to  the  truth  of  such  public  rumor,  ’  &c_ 
One  of  the  offenses  enumerated,  for  which  such  minister  is  liable  to  be  tried,  is- 
that  of  “holding  and  teaching,  publicly  or  privately,  and  advisedly,  any  doctrine; 
contrary  to  that  held  by  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  United  States 
of  America.”  This  will  embrace  any  “error  in  religion”  contemplated  by  the 
certificate  under  discussion,  in  reference  to  a  Bishop-elect;  and  the  provision 


<of  the  canon  first  quoted  above  is  the  method  fixed  by  the  laves  of  the  Church  for 
ascertaining  and  being  “informed''  as  to  whether  or  not  any  minister  of  the  Diocese 
is  “ justly  liable  to  evil  report"  “ for  error  in  religion,"  &c.  The  canons,  there¬ 
fore,  having  determined  the  method  in  which  the  members  and  authorities  of  the 
Church  may  be  “  informed”  in  this  regard,  the  information  thus  to  be  gained 
is,  unquestionably,  the  only  information  contemplated  in  the  same  body  of 
canons  as  to  the  liability  of  such  minister  to  “  evil  report  ’  ’  for  such  “  error  in 
religion,”  except  it  may  be  under  the  extraordinary  circumstances  yet  to  be 
considered.  So  long  as  the  “inquiry”  provided  for  by  law  is  not  had,  for  want 
of  the  “public  rumor,”  or  otherwise,  just  so  long  the  minister  remains,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  in  good  and  “regular  standing”  in  his  Diocese,  and  according 
to  the  records  of  the  same.  In  the  State  a  man’s  good  character  is  presumed 
until  the  contrary  is  made  legally  to  appear ;  and  in  the  Church,  a  fortiori  a 
clergyman’s  good  and  “regular  standing”  is  likewise  presumed  until  the  con¬ 
trary  is  manifested  in  some  mode  known  to  ecclesiastical  law.  And,  moreover, 
the  information  that  would  warrant  a  refusal  to  grant  the  testimonials  of  a 
Bishop-elect  must  be  equal  in  weight  and  degree  witli  that  which  would  justify 
his  Bishop  in  denying  him  Letters  Dimissory.  The  form  required  for  such 
Letters  Dimissory  is  as  follows  : 

“  I  hereby  certify  that  A.  B.,  who  has  signified  to  me  his  desire  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  ecclesiastical  authority  of  - — ,  is  a  presbyter  (or  deacon)  of 

- ,  in  regular  standing,  and  has  not,  so  far  as  I  know  or  believe,  been  justly 

liable  to  evil  report  for  error  in  religion  or  viciousness  of  life,  for  three  years 
last  past.” 

Thus  a  Bishop,  in  granting  such  letters,  is  required  to  certify  in  regard  to 
“  error  in  religion,”  &c.,  in  quite  as  strong  terms  as  are  expressed  in  the  cer¬ 
tificate  in  favor  of  a  Bishop  elect;  and  so  it  will  be  seen  that  if  a  presbyter  is 
■entitled  to  Letters  Dimissory  from  his  Bishop,  he  is  equally  entitled,  if  called 
to  the  Episcopate,  to  the  certificates  in  such  case  provided.  Can  there  be  any 
so  rash  as  to  contend  that  Dr.  Seymour  was  not  entitled  to  Letters  Dimissory 
from  his  Bishop  last  October,  or  that  any  Bishop-elect  is  not  entitled  to  such 
letters  from  his  Bishop  at  the  present  time  ? 

We  have  now  clearly  ascertained  the  rule  fixed  by  canon  law  in  regard  to 
the  “information”  contemplated  in  the  certificate  for  a  Bishop-elect.  The 
only  circumstances  under  which  the  House  of  Deputies,  or  the  Standing  Com¬ 
mittees,  could  be  justified  in  departing  from  this  salutary  rule — a  rule  of  law, 
and  not  of  whim — would  be  in  case  the  history  of  early  days  and  other  lands 
should  repeat  itself  here  in  this  country  of  ours,  and  a  whole  Diocese,  with  its 
Bishop,  become  heretic,  or  lapse  into  schism,  and  from  these  heretics  or  schis¬ 
matics  a  Bishop  should  be  chosen  ;  or  under  some  other  such  extraordinary  con¬ 
dition.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  restrictions  of  ordinary  Buys  are  sus¬ 
pended  ;  and  that  would  be  justifiable  which  under  other  conditions  would  be 
unlawful  and  revolutionary. 

The  third,  and  last,  point  to  be  considered  is,  what  is  the  “error  in  relig¬ 
ion'  for  which  the  Bishop-elect  must  be  “justly  liable  to  evil  report,”  in  order 
to  warrant  the  House  of  Deputies,  or  the  Standing  Committees,  in  refusing  to 
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grant  his  certificate  ?  The  answer  is  palpable,  that  it  must  be  such  as  the  Church 
standards  and  authorities  have  pronounced  to  be  “error  in  religion,”  and  not 
merely  what  individual  opinion  classifies  as  such  error.  If  doctrines  are  false, 
there  is  no  authority  short  of  a  Council  of  the  Church  that  can  so  authoritatively 
declare.  An  ecclesiastical  court  may  decide  whether  doctrinal  statements  are 
repugnant  to  the  articles  and  formularies  ;  but  it  has  no  authority  to  pass  upon 
the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  doctrines  themselves.  It  follows  from  what  precedes, 
that  neither  the  House  of  Deputies  of  the  General  Convention,  nor  the  Standing 
( 'ommittees,  in  any  aspect  of  the  case,  nor  under  any  circumstances,  have  any 
right  to  determine  that  he  who  holds  to  extreme  views  and  doctrines  is  “justly 
liable  to  evil  report  for  error  in  religion.”  Nor,  yet,  have  they  any  authority 
to  hold  that  the  very  lowest  view  of  such  doctrines  involves  “  error  in  religion,” 
by  reason  whereof  they  may  refuse  the  required  certificate  to  a  Bishop-elect. 
If  they  may  refuse  the  certificate  to  one  who  holds  to  high  views  of  the  Sacra¬ 
ments,  they  may  likewise  refuse  it  to  him  who  adheres  to  low  views  thereof ; 
so  that  church  partisans,  in  the  majority,  may,  in  this  way,  put  the  minority 
“in  the  course  of  ultimate  extinction,”  so  far  as  Bishops  of  their  school  are  con¬ 
cerned.  The  law-makers  of  the  Church  never  contemplated,  nor  will  common 
sense  give  any  countenance  to  the  view,  that  the  form  of  certificate  prescribed,  or 
any  canonical  provision,  authorizes  either  the  House  of  Deputies,  or  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Committees,  under  the  pretext  of  ‘error  in  religion,”  to  require  that  the 
views  of  a.  Bishop-elect  must  conform  to  those  of  the  majority  who  are  called 
upon  to  grant  the  necessary  certificate.  The  idea  of  any  such  authority  is  all 
(he  more  monstrous  from  the  fact  that  such  a  construction  would  leave  a  Bisliop- 
eleet  at  the  mercy  of  the  Laity,  even  on  questions  of  doctrine;  for  the  Laity, 
constituting  half  the  membership  of  these  bodies,  could  prevent  a  majority  vote 
in  favor  of  granting  the  certificate. 

The  proper  testimonials  being  granted,  it  then  remains  for  the  Bishops  of 
the  Church  to  judge  of  the  candidate,  and  to  grant  or  withhold  their  consent  to 
(he  consecration.  They  are  not  limited  to  the  strict  rules  that  govern  the  House 
of  Deputies  and  the  Standing  Committees ;  and  in  their  hands  the  matter  will 
be  safe. 

In  view  of  these  considerations,  your  Committee  recommend  the  adoption 
by  this  body  of  the  following  resolutions  : 

I.  Resolved,  By  the  Convention  of  the  Diocese  of  Illinois,  that,  the  forego¬ 
ing  report  be  and  is  hereby  adopted,  as  expressive  of  the  sense  of  this  body  in 
respect  to  the  matters  therein  discussed. 

II.  Resolved,  further,  That  this  Convention  hereby  enters  its  respectful 
but  solemn  protest  against  the  course  pursued  by  the  Lower  House  of  the  late 
General  Convention,  in  the  case  of  the  Rev.  Dr.  Seymour,  our  then  Bishop-elect, 
as  being  unprecedented,  unjustifiable,  and,  in  some  respects,  revolutionary. 

III.  Resolved,  That  we  hereby  declare  that,  in  the  judgment  of  this  Con¬ 
vention,  nothing  has  appeared  to  impair  our  confidence  in  Dr.  Seymour,  or  in 


his  fitness  for  the  high  office  of  Bishop  of  this  Diocese,  for  which  we  originally 
chose  him. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Rev.  Geo.  F.  Cushman,  D.  D. 

Rev.  Clinton  Locke,  D.  D. 

Rev.  Wm.  B.  Corbyn,  D.  D. 

Rev.  C.  H.  W.  Stocking,  D.D. 

Rev.  Robert  McMurdy,  D.  D.,  &c. 

Rev.  Walter  F.  Lloyd,  LL.  D. 

Rev.  Frank  M.  Gregg. 

S.  Corning  Judd. 

S.  H.  Treat. 

Lucius  B.  Otis. 

Edwin  S.  Fowler. 

E.  M.  M .  Clarke. 

On  motion,  the  third  resolution  presented  by  the  Committee, 
referring  to  the  F.ev.  Dr.  Seymour,  was  adopted. 

Thereupon,  the  following  resolution  was  presented,  read,  and, 
0n  motion,  unanimously  adopted  : 

Resolved,  That  this  report  be,  and  hereby  is,  respectfully  submitted  to  the 
the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  Church  at  large,  it  being  too  late  in  the  session 
of  this  Contention  for  a  full  and  free  discussion  of  the  principal  proposition 
therein  stated  and  the  argument  based  upon  it,  and  that  its  further  considera¬ 
tion  be  postponed  to  the  next  Diocesan  Convention. 


0 


